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PER CURI AM

In No. 99-1638, Sarah Lyon appeals the district court’s April
14, 1999° order granting the appellees’ notion to dismss in her
civil action alleging various clainms of discrimnation in her
enpl oynent . In No. 99-1834, Lyon appeals the district court’s
June 1, 1999 order granting the appellees’ notion for summary
judgnment on other clains concerning her |ife insurance benefits.
W have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinions and
find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm both orders on

t he reasoning of the district court. See Lyon v. Federal Hone Loan

Mort gage Corp., No. CA-99-32-A (E.D. Va. Apr. 14 & June 1, 1999).

We deny Lyon’s notions for appoi ntnment of counsel and for the court
to take judicial notice. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

process.

AFFI RVED

*

Al t hough the district court’s orders are marked as “filed”
on April 12 and May 28, 1999, the district court’s records show
that they were entered on the docket sheet on April 14 and June 1,
1999. It is the date the order was entered on the docket sheet
that we take as the effective date of the district court’s deci-
sion. See Fed. R Cv. P. 58 and 79(a); Wlson v. Murray, 806 F.2d
1232, 1234-35 (4th Cr. 1986).




